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On January 10, 1855, Mrs. E. Lyon, of 123 Main St., Richmond, Virginia, 
was evaluated in a credit rating as "an old widow [who had] made a little 
fortune. "1 She had conducted a millinery concern for about twenty years, and 
1 
would remain in business at least until July of 1860. Her credit capacity rose 
from $50 or less in 1850 to $500 to $1,000 in 1854. While she lost $1,000 in a 
fire in May of 1854, she was insured for $2,500. By 1860, she owned $2,500 
worth of real estate and $2,000 of personal property. At the age of sixty-four, 
she was literate and had at least six household members who shared her 
surname living with her, probably her children and grandchild. She also had 
four unrelated female domestics living in her household. 2 
While it is possible to find a considerable amount of information about 
nineteenth-century female entrepreneurs like Mrs. Lyons, surprisingly very few 
works have been written on such businesswomen who resided in either the 
North or South. Postbellum studies of the South tend to focus on major 
industries, and many incorrectly assume that there was no antebellum 
entrepreneurship due to the existence of slavery. 3 In addition, most of the 
literature on antebellum southern women focuses on white plantation 
1Montague's Richmond Directory and Business Advertiser for 1850-1, 
(Richmond: privately published, 1851) 87; Richmond, Vol. 43, 100, R. G. Dun & Co. 
Collection, Baker Library, Harvard University Graduate School of Business 
Administration. All credit ratings are presented in their full rather than abbreviated 
form. 
2United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County. Virginia, 1860, Schedule I. 
For Census purposes, I used the Henrico County records, which include Richmond. 
3For the lack of scholarship on southern business history, see Bennett H. Wall, 
"Breaking Out: What is Not in Southern History, 1918-1988," The Journal of Southern 
History, LV (February 1989). 3-20. 
mistresses, since they were educated and had sufficient leisure time to keep 
diaries and write letters. 4 
One southern business sector which has been thoroughly studied is the 
country store. In the 1940s, Lewis Atherton and Thomas Clark each wrote 
studies of this institution. 5 Atherton's work ends at the beginning of the Civil 
War and Clark's does not begin until after the conflict was over. Neither 
mentions female merchants. 
Suzanne Lebsock's The Free Women of Petersburg: Status and Culture 
in a Southern Town. 1784-1860 uses such "traditional" historical sources as 
letters, diaries, institutional records, and newspapers as well as such 
"untraditional" ones as wills, deeds, court minutes, census schedules, city 
2 
directories, and tax lists to explore the lives of all free women in Petersburg 
during this period. 6 While she employs her sources to present anecdotes about 
a. few specific businesswomen, she draws few generalizations. Her only 
significant conclusion is that "in those businesses in which women and men 
competed, the women's enterprises tended to be smaller in scale and more 
4Catherine Clinton, The Plantation Mistress: Another Side of Southern Slavery, 
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1982). 
5Lewis Atherton, The Southern Country Store: 1800-1860, (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 1949); Thomas D. Clark, Pills Petticoats & Plows: 
The Southern Country Store (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1944). 
6Suzanne Lebsock, The Free Women of Pertersburg: Status and Culture in a 
Southern Town. 1784-1860 (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1984); Another work 
on this era is Irene Neu's article, "The Jewish Businesswoman in America," American 
Jewish Historical Quarterly, 66 (Sept. 1976): 137-54, which covers Jewish women in 
business from the early eighteenth ·century until after World War II. 
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marginal in prestige." 7 Her book is of limited use to my study, since it does not 
cover the effects of the Civil War. 
Like Lebsock's book, this study of free women focuses on the women of 
a particular community, those of Richmond, Virginia. However, the scope is 
limited to white women who conducted their own businesses. 8 It explores the 
marital status of these female entrepreneurs, their age, literacy, personal 
character, the kinds of businesses they ran, how they got started in their 
business, the nature of their clientele, how long they remained in business, 
their families, and the amount of property they owned. Unlike Lebsock's book, 
it determines the effect of the Civil War on these women. 
The most basic source for information on these businesswomen is the 
Richmond city directory. The business sections of the city directories for 1850, 
1860, 1870, and 1881 are particularly valuable for two reasons: one, they 
indicate whether these women were married; two, because they are 
alphabetically arranged, it is easy to trace these women in the directories over 
time. 9 A major shortcoming of these directories is that they often fail to provide 
the first name in every case, thereby making it difficult to identify the woman 
with complete certainty later in the manuscript census. 
While these businesswomen were often widows who had taken over their 
husband's firm after his death, some had husbands who were otherwise 
7Lebsock, 178. 
6Unfortunately, there were not enough black women in business during this time 
period to draw meaningful generalizations. 
9rhere is no city directory for 1880. 
employed. For instance, the 1870 city directory records a Mrs. E. L. Hamilton 
who ran a millinery business out of her home at 1505 East Main Street. Her 
husband, James W. Hamilton, sold hats and caps at 1515 East Main. 10 While 
the R. G~ Dun & Company credit rating appraises her as "honest" and having a 
"good character," it notes that she was "not responsible legally for the 
contents" of her business since she was a married woman. 11 
4 
Once the names of the businesswomen are compiled, the 1860 and 1870 
censuses provide information about their age, the value of their real estate and 
personal property, their state or country of birth, and their literacy. However, 
because the censuses are handwritten, often they are very difficult to read. 
Therefore, some women listed in the census cannot be linked with the city 
directory. 
While the city directories and manuscript census give a "snapshot" of a 
business every ten years, the R. G. Dun & Company credit ledgers provide a 
much more continuous portrait of a firm, often with an entry every six months. 
A lawyer living in the same county as a businesswoman would evaluate her 
enterprise for R. G. Dun and Company by personal observation, interviewing 
clients, and consulting public records. 12 The lawyer would send this information 
10Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk. 
Lynchburg. Petersburg. and Richmond. Together with a Compendium of the 
Government. Courts. Institutions. and Trades (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 
1870), 120, col. 1. 
11Richmond, Vol. 44, 26, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
12James D. Norris, R. G. Dun & Co .. 1841-1900: The Development of Credit-
Reporting in the Nineteenth Century (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1978). 
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to the central office in New York City where it was transcribed into the proper 
volume for each county. Firms that extended credit to their long-distance 
customers would subscribe to the information in this ledger to determine who 
was a safe risk. R. G. Dun and Company kept an eye on unusual changes in 
reports, and would dismiss biased or inaccurate lawyer-evaluators. Although 
the lawyers were not paid, they had an incentive to be accurate as they would 
frequently represent a distant creditor if a local business went bankrupt. The 
entries for Richmond from 1841 to 1880 were broken only from 1861 to 1865 
due to the Civil War. These credit ratings are useful because they can give the 
businesswoman's age, the duration of their business, how much property they 
owned, how much credit they should receive, who actually ran the business, 
and if it was inherited. Further, in the event of a fire or flood they sometimes 
reveal if the business was insured, the level of coverage, and the value of any 
assets that were damaged or destroyed. The usefulness of the credit ratings is 
limited by the fact that they are handwritten, and the writing is often cramped. 
In addition, the entries, which use abbreviations, are sometimes spread over 
several pages and even several volumes. This sometimes makes following the 
entries on an individual firm difficult to follow. 13 
An examination of the city directories for 1850, 1860, 1870, and 1881 
reveals some interesting patterns. (See Table 1.) The number of women in 
business increased markedly from 1850 to 1860. Although the number of 
130nly 9% of the women whose names were found in the city directories could 
be traced in the credit ratings. 
6 
female entrepreneurs decreased in 1870, it should be noted that the number of 
all businesses during this decade declined. The number of women who owned 
businesses more than doubled from 1870 to 1881. (See Table 1.) 
Before 1881, women were concentrated in only a few businesses. In 
1850, significant numbers of women were engaged in the fields of 
boardinghouse keeping, dressmaking, grocery stores, and millinery. 14 One 
woman even ran a jewelry store. In 1860, women controlled almost one-fifth of 
the market share in the baking industry and almost completely dominated the 
fields of boardinghouse keeping, dressmaking, and millinery. 15 
One might have expected the Civil War to have resulted in many more 
women running businesses due to the "abrupt contraction" of the population of 
Richmond at the end of the Civil War, due to the dissolution of the Confederate 
Army. 16 However, the reverse was the case. Although there were slightly fewer 
female entrepreneurs in 1870, they were engaged in many more kinds of 
businesses, perhaps due to new industries that were open to them because so 
many men had died. This explanation accounts for women's market share 
increasing in almost every industry except boardinghouse keeping, clothing, 
dressmaking, dry goods, millinery, and grocery -- some of the same industries 
14Montague's Richmond Directory and Business Advertiser for 1850-1, 
(Richmond: privately published, 1851.) 
15Eugene W. Ferslew, comp., Second Annual Directory for the City of Richmond. 
to Which is Added a Business Directory for 1860. (Richmond: privately published, 
1860.) 
16Michael Chesson, Richmond After the War: 1865-1890. (Richmond: Virginia 
State Library, 1981) 118-9. 
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they had dominated in 1860. 17 For example, instead of being limited to owning 
just dry goods stores and retail groceries in 1860, women in 1870 also owned 
one-third of the fancy goods stores and one-fifth of the variety stores. Another 
example is Mrs. Parthenia Stubbs, who owned a hotel, "Monticello House," at 
the same time that women's market share of the boardinghouse industry was 
declining. She was the only woman to own a hotel during this thirty-year 
period. 
In 1881, however, women were involved in thirty-six different types of 
businesses. 18 They owned all of the dressmaking businesses, all of the 
millineries, and almost all of the boardinghouses. While women's market share 
of groceries, dry goods stores and variety stores had increased slightly, their 
market share of fancy goods stores fell slightly. Perhaps this change can be 
accounted for by the emergence of women in the field of notions and hosiery, 
in which they now controlled one-third of the market. 
Very few of the women who appeared in a given city directory remained 
in business for ten years. Those who did stay in business were often located 
at a different address or were succeeded by someone with a different name. 
For instance, Miss Mary A. White and Miss Charlotte L. Parr operated a 
millinery at 1719 E. Main St. 19 In 1870, Mary, age thirty-six, lived alone. 20 She 
17Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk, 
Lynchburg. Petersburg. and Richmond, Together with a Compendium of the 
Government. Courts. Institutions. and Trades. (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 
1870.) 
18J. W. Chataigne, comp., Chataigne's Directory of Richmond. Virginia ... , 
(Richmond: privately published, 1881.) 
was literate and had $500 of personal property. By 1879, Mary and Charlotte 
were succeeded by Mrs. Cynthia Moody at the same address. 21 R. G. Dun has 
entries for Mary from 1868 to 1879 and for Charlotte from 1876 to 1881. On 
December 28, 187 4, Mary was reported to have "small means," "good 
Character," and "good credit." She "pa[id] her bills ... promptly." 22 On August 1, 
1877, R. G. Dun's observer noted that Charlotte was "attentive and 
8 
industrious." 23 In July of 1878, the reporter was willing to recommend her for 
$1,200 to $1,300 of credit. The reports were continually positive until March 4, 
1879, when she "made over her entire stock" to Mr. Etchinson of C. W. Thorn & 
Co. to secure a debt of $1,200 "to avoid the possible result of a suit instituted 
against her for $800". Exactly a month later, the case was decided against 
her. On May 2, 1879, she was reported to be "acting as agent" for Mr. 
Etchinson to whom she was indebted for $1,200. "She is absolutely worthless 
pecuniarily and we recommend strictly cash dealings." On July 30, 1879, the 
form bringing suit won an additional settlement of $696.68 from her in 
19Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk, 
Lynchburg. Petersburg. and Richmond, Together with a Compendium of the 
Government. Courts. Institutions. and Trades. (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 
1870), 236, col. 1; Richmond, Vol. 45, 173, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, 
Harvard University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
20United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1870, Schedule I. 
21J. W. Chataigne, comp., Chataigne's Directory of Richmond. Virginia ... , 
(Richmond: privately published, 1881), 479, col. 2; Richmond, Vol. 43, 321, R. G. Dun 
& Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard University Graduate School of Business 
Administration. 
22Richmond, Vol. 43, 297, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
23Richmond, Vol. 45, 173, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
Chancery Court. The only entry for Mrs. Moody was dated five months later 
and reported that she was "not yet fully Establis24hed. "25 
A number of trends emerge when the twenty-eight women whose 
businesses lasted for ten or more years over the period from 1850-80 are 
9 
compared. Seventy percent of those women who stayed in business more than 
ten years between 1850 and 1880 were thirty-five years of age or older. 
Interestingly, only two were married, and only half of them owned any property 
at all. Surprisingly, both women's husbands were employed -- one very 
successfully. Mrs. Harriet A. Rady ran her millinery concern for at least ten 
years. 26 In 1860, she was married to George W. Rady, a chief operator in the 
American Telegraph Co., but by 1870 he had died and she had moved her 
business from the corner of 18th and Main to 607 E. Broad St. In 1870, she 
lived in the Abraham Goldbadt household with two children under the age of 
thirteen, a domestic servant, and Eliza Allen, a boarder. She was thirty-two, 
literate, and owned $500 of personal property. On February 4, 1866, she was 
reported to have a "fine ... character" and to be "a good businesswoman, doing a 
good business. "27 
25 Richmond, Vol. 45, 295, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
26Eugene W. Ferslew, comp., Second Annual Directory for the City of Richmond, 
to Which is Added a Business Directory for 1860. (Richmond: privately published, 
1860.); Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk. 
Lvnchburg. Petersburg, and Richmond, Together with a Compendium of the 
Government. Courts. Institutions. and Trades. (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 
1870), 236, col. 1 
27Richmond, Vol. 44, 149, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
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Contrary to a general trend of female entrepreneurs owning more 
property as they aged, three of the women who did not own property were over 
forty years of age. Half of them had children living with them. Of the three 
women who were illiterate, two were grocers and one operated a 
boardinghouse. None of them were very successful. Eight women remained in 
business from 1850 to 1860, a total of less than fifteen percent. While the 
total number of women in business and women's market share had both 
decreased by 1870, the number of women who remained in business from 1860 
to 1870 increased to ten, and remained the same by 1881. 
Many trends become apparent when these women are examined in the 
manuscript census. 28 As Table 2 indicates, very few businesswomen owned 
any real estate at all. Those who owned substantial amounts of real estate 
were generally boardinghouse keepers and grocers. (See Tables 4 and 6.) 
This pattern can be explained by the fact that both of these businesses require 
space separate from one's home to operate. These women also tended to be 
older, which could indicate two possibilities. One, they probably worked in the 
firm while their husband was alive and assumed control of the business after 
his death. For example, on November 14, 1867, the entry from the R. G. Dun & 
Co. ledgers for "Mr. Fred Schaeffer" reads: "Dead. Business is continued by 
Mrs. Fred Schaeffer. "29 Two, these women accumulated their real estate over a 
28United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860, Schedule I; 
United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1870, Schedule I. 
29Richmond, Vol. 43, 233, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
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longer period of time. Younger women tended to be less wealthy. In 1870, for 
example, boardinghouse owners were younger and owned much less property 
than their 1860 counterparts (see Table 4) -- a decrease more substantial than 
can be accounted for by the decline in southern property values as a result of 
the war. This trend is broken only by retail grocers, who from 1860 to 1870 
increased their likelihood of owning property from thirty to eighty-three percent. 
(See Table 6.) 
While property ownership among women increased slightly overall from 
1860 to 1870, Table 3 shows that female bakers were far above the norm, 
increasing from less than twenty percent owning real estate in 1860 to fifty 
percent owning at least some real estate and some personal property in 1870. 
However, their total estate decreased from more than sixty percent owning 
some property in 1860 to only fifty percent owning some property in 1870. The 
increase in real estate ownership can be explained by the fact that female 
bakers' market share almost doubled during this same period. (See Table 1.) 
Retail grocers fared even better, in spite of the fact that their market 
share declined from 1860 to 1870. (See Table 6.) In 1860, thirty percent of all 
female grocers owned some real estate and forty percent owned some personal 
property, well above the overall average of twenty percent owning some real 
estate. (See Table 6.) In 1870, these figures increased to sixty percent of all 
female grocers owning some real estate and more than eighty percent owning 
some personal property. 
12 
However, property ownership among boardinghouse owners and dress 
makers fell during this same period. Less than fifteen percent of female 
boardinghouse owners owned real estate in 1860, and none owned real estate 
in 1870. (See Table 4.) Their personal property decreased as well. Sixty 
percent owned some personal property in 1860, well above the overall average, 
but this figure had decreased to less than forty percent by 1870, which was 
below the overall average. Total estate decreased as well. More than sixty 
percent of female boarding house owners owned some property in 1860, but by 
1870, that figure had declined to less than thirty-four percent. While dress 
makers' real estate holdings decreased by half, falling from less than fifteen 
percent owning some real estate to less than eight percent owning some real 
estate, their personal property increased slightly, from less than thirty percent 
owning some personal property to less than thirty-six percent. (See Table 5.) 
This explains why the percentages of female dress makers who owned some 
property remained about the same from 1860 to 1870. The general decrease of 
property holdings in both of these industries can be explained by the fact that 
their market shares decreased during this time period. 
Fewer of the businesswomen were married in 1870 than in 1860, which 
may be explained by the sudden decrease in the Richmond population 
mentioned above. (See Table 2.) There does not seem to be any correlation 
between marital status and wealth. There were more foreign-born women in 
every industry after the Civil War, except for boardinghouses, which were 
owned exclusively by Virginians in 1870, perhaps because it took considerable 
time to acquire sufficient real estate. While most of the women in both years 
were literate, three in 1860 and two in 1870 were not. Of the three illiterate 
women in 1860, two were grocers and one ran a boardinghouse. Both of the 
illiterate women in 1870 were grocers. 
13 
The samples of women found in both the 1860 and the 1870 census who 
were in the fields of clothing, fancy goods, news, retail dry goods, and saloons 
were too small to permit generalizations. All that the two clothing dealers had 
in common was that they were both fifty years of age and unmarried in 1860. 30 
While there were three female dry goods merchants in 1860, only one appeared 
in the 1860 census -- perhaps because she owned $2,500 worth of real estate. 
Mrs. 8. Finney was not married, and, since she was forty-three, followed the 
trend of wealth accompanying age. The two saloon-keepers were both twenty-
six, Irish, and married within the last year. Neither owned any property. The 
two fancy goods merchants found in the 1870 manuscript census had nothing in 
common except that they were both Virginians -- Mrs. Fear was twenty-nine, 
married to an engineer on the railroad, and had a large household, while Mrs. 
Hudson was sixty, lived alone, and owned $1,200 worth of real estate. 31 The 
one news dealer in 1870 was forty-eight, owned no property, and operated the 
business with her husband. Mrs. Adelaide Head ran the only saloon that could 
be found in the 1870 manuscript census. Again, perhaps this was because she 
30United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860, Schedule I. 
31 United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1870, Schedule I. 
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owned $2,500 worth of real estate and an additional $200 of personal property. 
Following the trend of wealth accompanying age, she was forty years old and 
lived alone. 
The wealthiest businesswoman in 1860, Mrs. Catherine McKenney, was 
originally from Ireland and operated a grocery at the corner of 17th and 
Richmond. 32 She was worth $16,000 in real estate and $1,000 in personal 
property. 33 Since she was only thirty-three, she runs counter to the trend of 
younger women owning less in property than older women. She was literate 
and had five children under the age of sixteen. The oldest, Bonnell, was a 
clerk in his mother's store. Catherine was not married, but two merchants were 
also included in her household: Thomas Keans, age twenty-two, and William 
See, age eighteen. The wealthiest woman in 1870 was the Mrs. Fred 
Schaeffer, aged thirty-five, mentioned previously. 34 Her bakery at 1706 East 
Main Street was worth $20,000 in real estate, and she owned another $1,000 in 
personal property. 35 The only characteristics Mrs. McKenney and Mrs. 
Schaeffer had in common was their wealth, their relative youth, their literacy, 
and the fact that neither of them were married. Mrs. Schaeffer only had two 
32Montague's Richmond Directory and Business Advertiser for 1850-1, 
(Richmond: privately published, 1851 ), 220, col. 1; Eugene W. Ferslew, comp., 
Second Annual Directory for the City of Richmond. to Which is Added a Business 
Directory for 1860. (Richmond: privately published, 1860), 153; United States 
Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860, Schedule I. 
34United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1870, Schedule I. 
35Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk. 
Lynchburg, Petersburg, and Richmond, Together with a Compendium of the 
Government, Courts. Institutions. and Trades. (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 
1870), 202, col. 1. 
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children, who were both under the age of thirteen and who attended school. 
Two residents, both female, lived in the house, as well as a domestic servant. 
She was originally from Pennsylvania. 
The youngest businesswoman in 1860, Miss Mary Davis, age twenty-two, 
was a Welsh-born seamstress. 36 She was unmarried, lived in Walter 
Pouhalter's household, and was literate. She owned only $100 in personal 
property, which is to be expected since she was so young. Since she owned so 
little property, it is surprising that she stayed in business until 1874. 37 Mrs. 
Mary Morris, aged twenty, was a young widow who, like Mary Davis, was a 
dressmaker at 335 East Broad Street and was the youngest businesswoman in 
1870. 38 Like Miss Davis, Mrs. Morris lived with two other families in the Keeling 
household and was literate. Unlike Mary, she was originally from Virginia, and 
owned no property at all. 
Mrs. E. 8. Graves, at sixty-eight, was the oldest businesswoman in 
1860. 39 She ran a boardinghouse with five residents. She was married, 
literate, and lived with her sister and daughter. Contrary to the trend of wealth 
accompanying age, she only owned $100 of personal property and no real 
36United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860, Schedule I. 
37Richmond, Vol. 44, 135, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
38United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1870, Schedule I; 
Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk, Lynchburg, 
Petersburg. and Richmond. Together with a Compendium of the Government. Courts. 
Institutions. and Trades. (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 1870), 168, col. 1. 
39United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860, Schedule I. 
estate. Mrs. Margaret Hudson, aged sixty, followed the trend, as her fancy 
goods store at 812 East Broad Street was worth $1,200 in real estate. 40 The 
16 
only characteristics she had in common with Mrs. Graves were her relative age, 
her Virginia birthplace, her literacy, and the fact that she was not married. 
However, she was living with William Forkes, an architect who was sixty-four. 
While the directories provide a good overview of large numbers of women 
who ran businesses, the nature of the information which they provide tends to 
lend itself only to rather cold, statistical measurements. By contrast, the R. G. 
Dun & Company credit ratings give more substance to the identities of the 
businesswomen and illuminate the forces which shaped their lives. 
The credit ratings carefully delineate the many different relationships 
between businesswomen and their relatives. Mrs. C. Viglini is a good example 
of a woman who had to pay her husband's debts. She ran a millinery on 101 
Main Street. 41 Mr. J. B. Viglini, who worked as a clerk in a mercantile house, is 
described as "no account." 42 The July 1853 entry reports that he was "in debt 
and sued and her goods are liable." While the credit-rating for this month 
reported that she was "doing well," by September 26, 1854, she had "closed 
her business." 
40United States Manuscript Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860, Schedule I; 
Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk. Lynchburg. 
Petersburg. and Richmond. Together with a Compendium of the Government. Courts. 
Institutions. and Trades. (Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 1870). 132, col. 1. 
41 Montague's Richmond Directory and Business Advertiser for 1850-1, 
(Richmond: privately published, 1851). Bus. 107. 
42Richmond, Vol. 43, 82, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
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Some women, like Mrs. A. Ritterhouse, who resided on Broad Street 
between 5th and 6th Streets, supplied the sole income supporting their 
families, even though they were married. Professor J. C. Ritterhouse was 
reported as having a "judgment against him" that was "unsatisfied" because he 
was "insolvent" on March 16, 1860. 43 He was insolvent because he was a 
musician in one of the city bands. It is unclear why his creditors did not pursue 
Mrs. Ritterhouse's assets, but in the end, her fate was the same as Mrs. Viglini 
-- she went bankrupt. Like Mrs. Ritterhouse, Mrs. Hamilton's millinery business 
was supporting her husband, and, in the case of the latter, a family of fifteen 
children. 44 It was difficult for her to get credit because she was married and 
therefore was not legally responsible for her assets. 45 By May of 1881, she had 
"broke[n] down" and had been forced to close the business. Mrs. M. Creighton 
was reported to be a fair credit risk at best, even though she was considered 
"prudent and attentive," partially because her millinery was such "a small affair" 
and partially because "she support[ed] her husband, who [wa]s a drunkard." 46 
Surprisingly, she was able to stay in business from 1865 to at least 1879. Mrs. 
Fanny Hutzler was forced not only to support her husband, but also to 
overcome his bad reputation. He "acted the rascal" and "cheated his 
43Richmond, Vol. 43, 380, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
44Richmond, Vol. 44, 317, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
45Richmond, Vol. 44, 26, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
46Richmond, Vol. 44, 38, R.· G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
18 
customers. "47 On September 9, 1869, the reporter still would not deem her 
worthy of credit even though she had owned the business for a year, and even 
though her local creditors noted that she "pa[id] them promptly." The only 
reason given is her husband's reputation. She was not reported worthy of 
credit until five years later, when she was worth $2,000 to $3,000. 48 By June of 
1879, her assets were estimated to be worth $10,000. She sold out to her son 
in the following year. 
At times a male relative would operate the firm in the businesswoman's 
name. It was important for the credit raters to note if this relative was a good 
businessman or not, since these ratings were used to determine if these 
businesses were good credit risks. For example, Mrs. Eddins' nephew was not 
a good credit risk. He was described as "a man of. .. little force" and as a bad 
manager. 49 By December 16, 1870, she was "out of business." On the other 
hand, W. A. Walsh was recorded as having a "good character" and being 
"sober and industrious. "50 The reporter predicted that he and his mother's 
wholesale grocery business would do well. Mrs. Mary Ann Wilks and her son 
47Richmond, Vol. 43, 405, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
48Richmond, Vol. 45, 33, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
49Richmond, Vol. 43, 485, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
50Richmond, Vol. 44, 356, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
took over her husband's grocery when he died. 51 Her son was described as 
"steady and attentive" and the credit-rater reported that he "appear[ed] to 
understand the business." As proof of this claim, he noted that they did "a 
brisk retail trade" in the entry on October 9, 1860. 
As can be seen from Mrs. Wilks' entry, the credit ratings show that 
businesswomen often inherited their firms from male relatives. Mrs. Mary E. 
Feeney operated a grocery at 1731 East Main Street from 1877 to 1881. 52 By 
October of 1877, she had "not. .. yet qualified as administrix" of her husband's 
estate, and this made it difficult for her to get credit. 53 The credit ratings also 
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noted that most of her clients were "primarily ... negroes." Mrs. M. Signaigo also 
inherited her husband's grocery when he died, and her clients were also mostly 
black. 54 Significantly, in both cases, the rater noted that all transactions with 
these customers were "cash sales" and both firms failed within five years after 
the woman assumed management. Mrs. Henrietta Goetze was another widow 
who took over her husband's business, but unlike Mrs. Feeney and Mrs. 
Signaigo, she prospered. 55 On June 6, 1867, the credit ratings reported that 
51 Richmond, Vol. 43, 344, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
52J. W. Chataigne, comp., Chataigne's Directory of Richmond, Virginia ... , 
(Richmond: privately published, 1881), 468, col. 2 
53Richmond, Vol. 44, 204, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
54Richmond, Vol. 43, 306, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
55Richmond, Vol. 44, 231, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
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her husband had left her $2,000 to $3,000 in real estate. By April of the 
following year, she was worth $3,000 to $4,000. Mrs. Caroline Philips inherited 
her son-in-law's failed millinery on 33 Main Street on September 18, 1848. 58 By 
July of the following year, she owned S15,000 to $20,000 in real estate. On 
June 20, 1854, the entry noted that she "ha[d) made a fortune· and had retired. 
She was succeeded by her sister. 
There are several women recorded in the credit ratings, like Mrs. J. C. 
Bagnell, who remained in business even after their marriage or remarriage. ~ 7 
Mrs. Bagnell inherited her husband's bakery when he died in March of 1870. 
On July 26, 1869, Mr. Bagnell was estimated to be worth $3,000 to $4 ,000, but 
by January 24, 1871, Mrs. Bagnell was worth $5,000. At some time during that 
same year. she married Jeffry Mason. She stayed in business ·under the name 
of J. C. Bagnell" until September. 1875. Like Mrs. Bagnell, Mrs. Henry also 
decided to remarry. She married Mr. Pfeiffer sometime between July, 1859 and 
January, 1861.~ She was still in business on May 12, 1865. probably because 
she was married and was worth S6.000 to $7,000 before the Civil War. Mrs. S. 
D. Spear operated her firm on 418 Broad Street even though her husband 
.,. 
·Montague's Richmond Directory and Business Advertiser for 1850-1, 
(Richmond: privately published. 1851 ). 211. col. 1: Richmond, Vol. 43, p. 95, R. G. 
Dun & Co. Collection. Baker Library. Harvard University Graduate School of Business 
Administration. 
~ 7Richmond. Vol. 43. 249. R G Dun & Co. Collection. Baker Library. Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
~·!Richmond. Vol. 43. 209. R G. Dun & Co Collection. Baker Library. Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Adm1n1stration. 
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earned "$40 per day" as a mechanic. 59 She stayed in business for at least two 
more years. 
The credit ratings also described many women who had to struggle to 
make ends meet While Mrs. Nannie Fromer "pa[id] her bills ... promptly" and 
was considered "hardworking," "economical," and "honest" in November of 
187 4, she was not recommended for credit because she did not own any real 
estate. 60 Although she was worth $1,000 in July, 1876, she was only given 
credit for "limited amounts." Her credit was not considered good until the 
following year, when she was earning more than necessary to "support. .. her 
family." By August 28, 1882, she was worth $2,000. Mrs. Mary White, who was 
mentioned above, was deeply in debt in May of 1869. 61 The entry for March 2, 
1871 notes that she was "Not reliable or hard-working." However, by June 14, 
1875, she was "worth ... $1,500 to $2,000 in stock." Mrs. Viglini and Mrs. 
Philips, both of whom were mentioned above, were so successful that they 
could afford to buy their materials in New York to save on labor costs. 62 
59Richmond, Vol. 43, 379, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
60Richmond, Vol. 45, 74, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
61Richmond, Vol. 43, 297, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
62Richmond, Vol. 43, 82, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration; Richmond, Vol. 43, 95, R. G. 
Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard University Graduate School of Business 
Administration. 
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Unfortunately, for every success there were many failures. For example, 
the stock in Mrs. Mary Carroll's grocery was only worth $200 to $300 in 
November of 1865, and she was not considered a good credit risk. 63 By March 
30, 1868, she was recommended for some credit because she paid "little bills 
promptly" and she was "considered honest." The next and final entry reports 
that she is "Out of Business and [has] gone West." No reason is given for this 
decision. Mrs. M. E. Cox bought out Mrs. E. V. Butler on February 27, 1877 
and had $1,400 left over. 64 She had a "good character" and was "worthy of 
modest credit." The only other entry for her firm simply notes that she was "out 
of business" by April 29, 1880. These are just a few examples of the many 
firms in the R. G. Dun credit ratings that failed for no apparent reason. 
These women were often able to overcome factors they could not control. 
It is interesting to observe how different businesswomen responded to 
adversity. While Mrs. E. Lyons, mentioned above, lost $1,000 in a fire in May 
of 1854, by 1860, she owned $2,500 worth of real estate and $2,000 of 
personal property. Despite losing some property in a flood in October of 1870, 
on February 23, 1871 Mrs. Fred Schaeffer's property was worth nearly twice 
what it was three years before. 65 In October of that same year, her real estate 
alone was worth $12, 100. 
63Richmond, Vol. 44, 35, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
64Richmond, Vol. 45, 46, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
65Richmond, Vol. 43, 233, R. G. Dun & Co. Collection, Baker Library, Harvard 
University Graduate School of Business Administration. 
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The history of businesswomen, like the history of businessmen, is largely 
stories of failure. Most of the Richmond businesswomen during this period 
experienced no success, some achieved marginal success, and only a handful 
achieved great success. For every woman like Mrs. Lyons or Mrs. Philips, 
there were five who failed within five years. But when one of these 
businesswomen failed, the effects were generally restricted to that particular 
woman, since most of these women ran small businesses that did not employ 
many workers. While their lack of overall success stands out, these women 
were able to achieve more control over their lives than most women in this era. 
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Appendix 
Because the following tables are derived from a combination of 
different sources, rather than listing the sources under each table, they 
are as follows: 
Table 1: Montague's Richmond Directory and Business Advertiser for 
1850-1, (Richmond: privately published, 1851; Eugene W. Ferslew, 
comp., Second Annual Directory for the City of Richmond, to Which is 
Added a Business Directory for 1860. (Richmond: privately published, 
1860.); Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of 
Norfolk. Lynchburg. Petersburg. and Richmond. Together with a 
Compendium of the Government. Courts. Institutions. and Trades. 
(Richmond: Bates & Weddy Brothers, 1870); J. W. Chataigne, comp., 
Chataigne's Directory of Richmond. Virginia ... , (Richmond: privately 
published, 1881.) 
Note: The 1850 Business Directory is arranged alphabetically by name, 
not by occupation. Therefore, it was impossible to obtain accurate totals 
for each kind of firm. 
Tables 2 through 6 are derived from the United States Manuscript 
Census, Henrico County, Virginia, 1860 and 1870, Schedule I. 
1850 
Type of Business #Women 
Bakeries + Confectioneries ? 2 
Bleachers, Hat & Bonnet ---
Booksellers 
-
Boarding Houses 16 
Boot and Shoe Dealers -





Clothing, Second - Hand --
Dress and Mantua Makers 12 
Druagists 
--
Dry Goods, Retail -
Dyers, Cleaners & Scourers --
Eating Houses 
--
Embalmers Natural Flowers -













Jewelry Store 1 
Laundries 
--
Locksmiths & Bell Hangers 
--
Milliners and Fancy Goods 11 























I % Market 
Total #Women1 Share 
I 
145 21i 14 
-- -- --
10 0 0 
43 36 84 
43 0 0 
17 0 0 
- - --
60 4 7 
4 2 50 
23 22 96 
7 0 0 
70 3 4 
4 0 0 
-- -- --
-- - --
20 0 0 
-- -- --
10 0 0 
-- -- --
16 0 0 
--
-- --
3 0 0 




26 20 77 
-- -- --
-- -- --
13 0 0 
1 0 0 
359 39 11 




8 0 0 
-- -- --









































% Market % Market 
Women Share Total #Women Share 
10 24 103 15 15 
-- --
3 2 67 
1 5 11 0 0 
11 55 26 24 92 
0 0 52 2 4 
0 0 33 2 6 







11 79 41 41 100 
--
-- 50 1 2 
1 2 41 7 17 
0 0 9 3 33 
0 0 14 1 7 
-- --
1 1 100 
5 33 9 2 22 
1 25 2 0 0 
0 0 16 1 6 
0 0 4 2 50 
1 13 11 -0 0 
-- --
171 2 1 
0 0 4 1 25 
0 0 30 0 0 
-- -- 4 1 25 
- -- 6 1 17 
18 60 18 15 83 
-- -- 13 4 31 
--
--
2 1 50 
0 0 20 1 5 
1 100 3 1 33 
25 7 358 34 9 
4 4 110 3 3 
-- --
6 1 17 
-- -- 7 1 14 
0 0 3 1 33 
2 18 32 9 28 




1860 and 1870, ctd. 
% With This % With This 
$ Total in 1860 Total in 1870 
0 53.2 47.5 
1-99 1.6 0.0 
100-499 11.3 15.0 
500-999 4.8 5.0 
1,000-2,499 11.3 20.0 
2,500-4,999 11.3 5.0 
5,000-9,999 4.8 5.0 
10,000+ 1.6 2.5 
Mean 1,279.8 1,433.8 
Median 0 0/100 
%women %women 
married married 
in 1860 1870 
22.6 15.0 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1860 in 1860 in 1860 
59.7 64.5 4.8 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1870 in 1870 in 1870 








































All Female Bakers, 
1860 and 1870 






















% With This 






















% With This 
personal property personal property 



















Boyd's Directory of Richmond City and a Business Directory of Norfolk, 
Lynchburg,· Petersburg and Richmond, Together with a 
Compendium of the Government. Courts, Institutions and Trades. 1870. 
Richmond: Bates & Waddy Brothers, East Main Street. Printed at the 
State Journal office, Main St., 1870. State Library, Richmond, Virginia. 
Chataigne's Directory of Richmond, VA. to Which is Added a Street and 
Number Directory. 1881. State Library, Richmond, Virginia. 
Ferslew, W. Eugene. Second Annual Directory for the City of Richmond, to 
Which is Added a Business Directory for 1860. Richmond: Printed by 
W. Wirt Turner, 1860. State Library, Richmond, Virginia. 
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Richmond, With Their Places of Residence; A List of Hotels, Boarding 
Houses, Public Buildings, Manufacturing Establishments, Public Works, 
Corporations, Literary and Benevolent Institutions, Principal Objects of 
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1860 and 1870 






















% With This 






















% With This 
personal property personal property 


















All Female Bakers, 
1860 and 1870, ctd. 
% With This % With This 
$ Total in 1860 Total in 1870 
0 36.4 50.0 
1-99 0.0 0.0 
100-499 36.4 0.0 
500-999 0.0 0.0 
1,000-2,499 18.2 25.0 
2,500-4,999 0.0 0.0 
5,000-9,999 9.1 0.0 
10,000+ 0.0 25.0 
Mean 1,200.0 5,650.0 
Median 200.0 0 / 1600 
%women %women 
married married 
in 1860 1870 
0.0 0.0 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1860 in 1860 in 1860 
54.5 63.6 9.1 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1870 in 1870 in 1870 










































All Female Boarding 
House Owners, 
1860 and 1870 
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% With This 
personal property personal property 

















All Female Boarding 
House Owners, 
1860 and 1870, ctd. 
%WithThis %With This 
$ Total in 1860 Total in 1870 
0 40.0 66.7 
1-99 0.0 0.0 
100-499 0.0 16.7 
500-999 13.3 0.0 
1,000-2,499 13.3 16.7 
2,500-4,999 20.0 0.0 
5,000-9,999 13.3 0.0 
10,000+ 0.0 0.0 
Mean 2,073.3 200.0 
Median 500 0 
%women %women 
married married 
in 1860 1870 
33.3 16.7 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1860 in 1860 in 1860 
80.0 93.3 6.7 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1870 in 1870 in 1870 


























All Female Dress Makers, 
1860 and 1870 


















% With This % With This 
------· --
real estate real estate 
$ in 1860 in 1870 
0 85.7 92.9 
1-99 0.0 0.0 
100-499 0.0 0.0 
500-999 4.8 0.0 
--
1,000-2,499 0.0 7.1 
2,500-4,999 9.5 0.0 
5,000-9,999 0.0 0.0 
10,000+ 0.0 0.0 
Mean 238.1 71.4 
Median 0 0 
%WithThis %WithThis 
personal property personal property 
$ in 1860 in 1870 
0 71.4 64.3 
1-99 4.8 0.0 
100-499 9.5 14.3 
500-999 4.8 21.4 
1,000-2,499 9.5 0.0 
2,500-4,999 0.0 0.0 
5,000-9,999 0.0 0.0 
10,000+ 0.0 0.0 
Mean 188.1 135.7 



























All Female Dress Makers, 
1860 and 1870, ctd. 
% With This % With This 
$ Total in 1860 Total in 1870 
0 66.7 64.3 
---- e-------
1-99 4.8 0.0 
100-499 9.5 14.3 
500-999 0.0 21.4 
-
1,000-2,499 14.3 7.1 
2,500-4,999 4.8 0.0 
5,000-9,999 0.0 0.0 
10,000+ 0.0 0.0 
Mean 426.2 207.1 
Median 0 0 
%women % women 
married married 
in 1860 1870 
28.6 14.3 
--------
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1860 in 1860 in 1860 
76.2 76.2 4.8 
%from %from %from 
VA south north 
in 1870 in 1870 in 1870 
































































All Female Retail Grocers, 
1860 and 1870 












% With This 













% With This 
---· 
real estate real estate 
---











0 0 / 1200 
--
% With This % With This 
personal property personal property 
































All Female Retail Grocers, 18~0 and 1870, ctd. 
% With This % With This 
$ Total in 1860 Total in 1870 
--
0 70.0 16.7 
1-99 0.0 0.0 
!-----------------
100-499 0.0 25.0 
-~ ~------~----
500-999 0.0 0.0 
----
,__ ______ 
-·--·-- --· - ·--
1,000-2,499 0.0 25.0 
~-
2,500-4,999 20.0 16.7 
5,000-9,999 0.0 16.7 
10,000+ 10.0 0.0 
Mean 2,300.0 2,229.2 
--











%from %from %from % foreign 
--
..;> VA south north 
in 1860 in 1860 in 1860 in 1860 
30.0 30.0 0.0 70.0 
%from %from %from % foreign 
VA south north 
in 1870 in 1870 in 1870 in 1870 
8.3 8.3 0.0 91.7 
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